=

fME MORNING APPEAL

CARSON CIivY, NE + LA

= .

IN THE SUPREME COURT GF THE
STAYE OF NEVADA

In the matter of Alfred Chartz, Esq,
for Contempt
DECISION

Respondent was commanded to
show cause whw he should not be
adjudged guilty of contempt for hav-
-ing, as an attorney of record in the
matter of the application of Pater Kair
for a Writ Haveas Corpus filed in
this court a petition for rehearing i
which he made use of the following
gtatement:

“In my opinion, the decisions faver-
ing the power of the State todimit the
hours of labor, on the ground of the
poiice power of the State , are al'l
Srong, and written by men who have
never performed manual labor, or oy
paliticians and for politics, They d0
not know what they wrote gbout.”

Respondent apeared in response to
the citation, filed a brief and made an
extended address toe the Ceurt in
which he took the position that the
words in*uestion were aot contempt-
fons: disavo = intention to comn-
mii a contempt of eourt; and, further
that if the langauge was by the court

aecmed to be obpectionable. he apoli-
o d for its v phid askod that the
£a ricken from t} potition.

In considering the foregoins state-
ment it is proper to note that in the
iefs filed by Respondent upon th2

hearing of the case in tue first -n
stance, he used language of similar
import which this court did not tasge
cognizance of, attributing its wmse (0
over zealouznesz upon the part of
counsel, but wnieh was of such a na-

ture that the Attorney General in his
reply worief referred too i as insinuar-

Iing that the slature in enacting
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and this court in sustaininz the taw
were being “liag 2lled or controlled by
some mythical political influence or
[ear., which exists only an e pyro-
technie in nntion of cunssl."

Also," the case and its condition at
the time tue objecuonable lanzauge

was used, should be taken into consid-

eration. The proeceeding, in whizh
thi=s petition was file?, had heen
brought to test the nstitutionality

of a zection of n Aet of~he Legisia-
ture limiting Iabor to eight nours per
day In smelters and other ore redue-
tion worlks, except in cases of emer-
gency where life or property is in
imminant danger., Stat. 1903, p. 32.
This Act had ssed the Legislature
almost and had receiv-

At tne

pe
unanimons!y
ed the Governor’s approval.
time of filing the petition, respond nt

was aware that the court had nre-
viously sustained the validity of th =

enactment as limiting the hours «f

labor in wunderground mines, Re
Boyee, £7 Nev, 327, 75 P. 1., 65 L. R.

A. 47, and in mills for the reduction
of . es, Re Kair 28 Nev. 80 P. 454,
ang that similar statutes had been up-
held by the Supreme Court of TUtan
and the Supreme Court of the United
States in the casez of State v. Holden,
14 T'tah 71 and 86, 46 P. 757 and 1105,
27 L. R. A 103 and 108: Holden v
Hardy 169 U. S. 366, 13 Sup. Ct. 3%2;
Short v. Mining Company, 20 Utah, 20)
ST P. T20. 45 1.. R. A, and hv the
Supreme Court of the State of Mis-
souri re Cantwell, 170 Mo. 245, 78 S.
W. 589. It may not be out of pla~e
here, also to note that the latter case
has since been aihrmed by the S-

preme Court of the United Srates, and
more recently the latter tribunal, ad-
hering 1o its opinion therein and in

the Utah enses, has refused to inter- .

fere with the decislons of this Cou
in re Kalr.

it would seem tlierefore. a natural
and proper, if not a neceszary de-
duetion from the language in question,

when taken in connection with the
law of the ecases as enuneciated by
this and other conurts, that eounsel,
finding that the opinion of the highest
onry in the land was adverse instead
of fay ble 1o hus contentions, in that
it @pecifically affirmed the TUtah- de-
cizion in Howlen vs, Hardy., which

siietained the statate from which ours
copied. and that all the eourts pam-
ailverse to t views he ad-

vacated, had rescrtod 1o abise of the
1 an
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that tl

power

in ard ton

he law

convineea 3 1
abtise and vilify I
iz not endowed wit to
or determine charges impeach
Justiees., On the otner hand he
dil not helieve the acensatisen and
made it with a wesire to mislead, in-
timidate or swerve from «duty the
Court in its aeeigion, the siatement
wonld Ye the mere censurable, ‘So
that taking eituer view. whethenere-
spondent helieved or disbelleveq the
ieinous charge he made, such lan-
guade iz unwarranted and contemn-

1T
and
h

its

court in ascertaining the truth per-
| taining to the pertinent facts, the real
offect of decisions and the law appli-
cable in the case, and he far oversteps
|the bounds of professional condact
. when he reporis to m.srepresentation.
false charges or vilification.

He may iully vresent, discuss and
argue the evidence and the law and
freely indicate wherein he beuc. 28
that decisions and rulings are wrong or
erroneous, but thus he may do with-
out effecinally making bald accusa-
tions agaiust the motives and intelli-
gence of the court, or being discour-
teous or resorting to abuse which is
nor argument nor convineing to rea-
soning minds. If respondent has no
respect for the justices, he omght to
have enough regard for his position
at the har to refrain from attacting
(the tribural of which he is a2 mem-
ber, and which the people, throngh
the Constitution and by genoral econ-
sent have made the final interpreter
of the laws which ne, as an officer
of the court, has sworn to uphold
and protect.

These duties are so plain that anv
departure from 1
of the sar wonld seem to be willful
and inteniional misconduet,

The power of couris to punizh for
confempt and to maintain dignity in
tieir proecedings is inlierent and is
42 old as courts are old. It je also
provided by statute. By analosy we
the adjudications and penalties
in a few of the manyv ecases.
Cottingham imprisoned
Lechmere Charlion a

N0
AT OEEN
Al |

mund Larrviester

anii member of the House of Com-
maons for sending a seandalons lefier
o one of the masters of the conrt

and a committee from that hody, after
' mvestization, reparted that in their
opinion his “elaim he
fram imprisonment by reason of privi-
lexde of parliament onght not to he
admitted.” 2 Milne and Craig. 317.
When the case of People vs, T a
in New York came up a second time
the game judze. before the trial
nmenced, (e prisoner’s counsel pri-
vately handed to the judge a letter,

Lo dischareed

AgeT:

ore

DY

counchied in respeetful langnaee, in
w.ileh they stated, substantial'v, that
their elient feared, from the cireum-

ances of the formep trial, that the
Judze had  conceived a  preiudice
czainst him, and that his mind was
naot in the unbiased condition neeces-

sary to afford an impartial trial. and
respectfully requested him ta eonsid-
er whethier he shonld not relinguish
the duty presiding at the trial to
some other judge, at the same time
leclaring that no personail disrespect
was intended toward the judeze of the
court. The judge retained the letter
and went on with the trial. At the
end of the tria e sentenced three
of the writers to a fine of $250 each,
and publicaliy reprimanded the oth-
ers, the junior covrsel, at the time ex-
pressing “he opinion that if such a
thing had been uone by them in Eng-

of

land, they would have been *“‘expelled
irom the bar within one hour”” The
conmsel at the lime protested that
thev intended mno contempt of
court and that they felt and
intended to  express no disrmss-

pect for the judge hut that their ae-
tion had been taken in furtherance of
what tney deemed * Vial interests
of . eir client and the faithful and
ronscientious discharge of the r duty
The judge arceptea the discliimer of
personal  disrespect, but refusea to
believe the disclaimer of intention to
commit a contemn:
fines. 11

2% Am. R. 752,

For sending to d.s1riet
of court a letter siaving that “The
ruliiig you have made is directly eon-
trary fo every wrincipal of law, and

Albany Law Journal 408,

a

every hody wnows o, 1 helieve, and it
ig our desire thar no snch deecision
chall stand unreversed in anv eourt.

we practice in”” an artorney was fine

|
. his brief or argument iz to assist tue I

them by a member!

K-

. this eourt,
and enforead the |

indge ont !

$50 and suspended from pracuce until

the amount showa he paid. In de-
livering the oninion of the Sunreme
Court of Kansas in Re ¢rior, 18 Kan.
72, 26 Am., 747, Brewer I, said:
“Upon this we remark, in  de first
vlace toat the lanzuage of this letter
is very insulting. To say to a judge
that

a certiun ring which he has
made is contrary to every prineiple o
Iaw and that evepyvbody . ndws it is

certzinlv a most zevere imputation
We
ney is under special obligations to be

remark, seeondiy, that an attor- |

considerate any respeectfnl in s con-
dunet amd commmnicatings fo g fndee
He i3 an officer nf the comrt. and it is
therefore his duty to uphold its honor
anil dignity. The mdepenidenee of the |
I sgion eary th it the rizhn
reslv to chs 1 eriticise and con
gemn all matiers ay th inder e
(*1 il in evidene 1 this
priviiege poes the corresnunding chili
ttion of .constant eouricsy and res
pect taoward the trivnnal in which the
nracopdings are  pendine Anid the
{ger that the tribunal i« an inferion
rne, and s ralings pot final and wit
ont apneal  does 1| in th
I AN this ohlig o ofi
ronriesy ald respeel..e A Justice of |

e m ace before whnm the most trit-

fng matter i= being Hticated is en-
titted to recelve (rom everv atfornev
i he epse corteons  and ]"ﬂ:-?f‘r"("l'\;'
reatment. A fatlure to extend this
conMesy ang reospectin!l freatment is
a dailure of doty; awnd it v ‘he =i
gro3s adereliciian-as to warrant the
oxercise of the powar to punish for

contfompt.

It ig =0 that In everv case where a
Jjudze decides for one party,, he de
cides against another; and oftimes

i parties are hefora hand enially

eonfident and sanguine The disan-

(pointment, therefore, is great, and it
i= pot jn human nature that there
cshould be other than hitter fesline |

whirh often reaches to the judee a
the eanee of the supposed wrong., A
jfudge, therefore. o to he patient
and tolerate evervining that apnpare
hut the momentary outhreak of dis
nnointment. A second thonght will
semerally meke a party ashamegl o
tench an outbreak. Se an  attorney

rerlyt
10

tious. Tha aut > sn attorney in =ometimes, thinkinz it a mark ef in-
a
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dependence, may become want te use
cuentempluous, angry or (nsulting ex-
pressions at every adverse ruling un-
ia it become tue court's clear ducy
lo check the hapit by the severe les.
on of a punisument fo- contemnpt.
The single insulting expression tor
wvhicy tne o urt panisavs, may there-
fore seem to those knowing nothing of
the prior eondnet of the aitorney. ana
looking only at the single remark, a
uatier which mizint well be unnotie-
ed; and yet if all the conduct of the
iterney was snnown, tne duty of in-

te-ference and punis ment might be!

clear

VWe remark finally, that wnile from
ihe very nature of things the power
of a court to punish for contempt. is
a vast power, and one which, in the
hands of a corrupt or unworthy jndge

may be used tyvrannieally and uninst-
lv, vet protection to individuals lies
in the pablicity of all judicial pro-
cec. ngs, and the appeal which may
he made to the legislature far nro
procesdings against any jndge who

proves himself unworthy of the power |

intusted to him.”

Where a contention arose hetween |

connsel as to whether a witness had
not already answered a eertain ques-
ticn, and the court after hearing the
reporter's notes  read, deeided that
she had answered it, whereupon one
of the attornevs sprang to his
gnd. turning o the court, saual, in a
tone and insulting manner:

1oud
Ske has nnt answered the gquestion”

held tha'! the attorney was guilty of
contemnt regzarnless of the gnestion
wil HL:‘IJ the decizion of » gouri wa=
right or wrong.” Russell v, Circpit
Juwigze, 67 Towa, 192

In Sears v. Starbird, 75 Cal, 91, 7
Ami. St 23. a ief roflacting upon

the trial indee was stricken 1rom the
record in the Supreme Court, because

fent, |

tne laws enacted for the vindication
of public and private rights, nor the
officers c.i ged w. the duty ot ad-
ministering them.” 128 U. S. 3131,

In re Wooley 11 ny. Ya, .t was held
L. at to incorporate into a pu_tion for
rehearing the statement that ° Your
.onors have rendered an unjust de-
cree,” and othe: [n-sulting pmtter, is
to commit in open court an aet con-
stitntirg a contempt on the part of the
actorney: and bhat where the lan-
guage spoken or wrilien is of itselr
necessarily offensive, the disavawal o°
an intention to ecommit a contemnt
may ftend to excuse but cannot justify
the act. From a paragraph in that
opinion we quote:

“Ain ntie may unfit himself for
the p actiee of his professinon by the
manner in which he conducts himself
in his intersourse with the courts. He
may be honest and capable, and yet
he mav g0 ¢ nduet himself as to contin-
ually interrnpt the business of the
courts in which he practices; or he
mav by a svstematic and continnous
course of conduet, render it impossi-
hle for the courts to preserve their
seif-respect and the respeet of the
public and at the same time permit
him to act as an officer and attorney.

Tnev

An attorney whe thug st» 'jously and
sy=tomatieally attempts to bring the
tribunals of justice into public con-
tempt is an unfit person to hold the

position and exercise the privileges of
1 officer of tho:

An open

tribunals

{ notorions and  puliic insiit {o the
highest judicial tribunal of the State
‘or which an atiorney contumacionsiv
refuses in any way to atone, may jus-
<l wf that fribuna! to

in the #Miture as one of

it contained] the faollowine:

The court, ont m a fuilness pf his |
love for a causa, the pacrizz in it or
their counsel ron overzeilous

ters, paints

eonld not, with

fdesire to adjumdicate a
argnments and things,”

W

any degree of propricty under the law,
patch and doctor up the canse of the
plain. ffs, whic... perhaps, the eara- |
slesgsness of theil counsel haa left in
guch a condition as to enfitle them to
no relisf whatever.”

In reference to this lanouaze it was
gaid in the opinion:

“a.ore is 2 net mtimation that
the mdge of ..o court nelow did nor
act from proper motives, bhut from a
live of the parties or their ecounsel

We see nothing iu rhia record
suggests that such was the ecase

the contrary., _¢ action complained
seems to ug tn bhave been
proper: Sde 511 v, Reese, 47 Cal. 240
The brief. therefore contains a groun.-
leas coarge against the purity of mo-
tive of the dge ot the court helow
This we regard as a grave
professional proprietv

which
On

entirely

Every persan

on his admission to the bar takes an |

nath to ‘faithfully discharge the du-
ties of am attornev avd counceloy ™
Surely sucu a course as was taken in
this case is not in compiiance w.

that duty. In Friedlander v. sumner
;. & S. M. Co., 61 cal. 117. The court

=aid:
“If unfortunately connsal in any
cas~ thall ever sup far forget himsaif

as willfully 1o employ langauge mani-
festly disrespectful to the judge of the
superior court—a thing not to he an-
ticipated—we shall deem it onr dury
to treat =uch conduet az a contempt of
and to proceed accordinz-
Iv: and the briefs of the caze were
ordeied to be strizi.en from the files.”

In U. 8. v. Late Corporation
Churel of Jesus Therst of Later Taz
Sairts, language used in the petition
filed in effect aecusing the court of
an attempt to shield its receiver and
his attorneys from an investigation

of charges of gross miscendnet in of-
fice and containing the statement that

“We must deeline to  assume the
functions of a grand jury. or attempt
ta perform the duty of the court in
investigating the conduet of irs offi-
cers, “was held to be eontemptuous.
211 P, oud.

in re Terry, 46 Fed, 419 an
case, for r-l‘.,u'_-_ ng the eonrt with hav
ing ween bribea, oy Al
from the ecaurt room by the marshal

exireme

1

resisting 1

acting nnder an order from the heneh
and using apusive lanesuage, ons of
the defendants was sent 1o jafl for
thirty days and the other for =ix
months Judep erry. who haid not
made any acensation against  the
conrt songht release dand 1o be pureg
ed of the contemip hy a sworn pr
ion in wlieh ko all tha: in th
iranzaction he did not have the slight
est idea of showing i & {19
the et It was held that this eon
not avail or relieve Lim and it =
kel
Tl law impuies an intent I
complish the natural result o
L8h sndl. when those acts ar '
criminal natuars 1 owill no 1
m Tl 1
83l ] Ll
s i
1= i1 i I | iflice to 3 1 1
vichutor from the punishment
his ofient
In an application for a writ ol
bhead corpus growing out of that ea
Jitsilen Harlan. speaking for the S
areme eonrt of the Tnhed Stat i
“Wo have soon 1hé i a 18l
lnetrine in the mrispruadence hoet i
England and of this rcountry, never
supesed to he in conflier with the lib
erty of the ecitizens, that for direct
contempt commitied in the face of
the court, at least one of superi
jurisdiction, the offender may in its
liseretion, be instanily apprehenied
i immediatelv fmprisoned, withont

trial or issne, angd withont other proct
than its actual knowledze of what oe
Arred; and that aceording to an un
Yroken chain of authoriues reaching
“ack to the earliest times, such pow-
wr, altnecegh arbdarary in its nature
111 Hable &0 abnse. i= ahsolutely es-
sential  to the arotac-iin {he
onrts in the discharge of their fune-
ions, Without it ,udeiial
wonld he at the merzy of the disor
derly and violemt, whe respect neither

0y

re

in Coopor 2 Vit 262, the re-
anondent wa fi for irmically stat-
inx toa justice of the perace, “I th
thiz magi=trate wiser than
preme eourt”  Rodield, C,

The counsel mus i
e conrt a3 well as jn thizs ecourt,
vnd with samae farmal respeet,
however i , it may la either
here or J

[ o 1 zos that the relator has
any al'ernative him hut the sub-
:!\.f.-- on to what ao no doubt resards

as a misapprehension of the law. hoth
thi i

on part of the iastiece aond of this
court, And in that resneet he is in a
condition very similar ta many whn
have fajled to convinee othors of the

soundness of their own views, or to

| hecame convineed themselves o ftheir

hreach of |

|

I

of |

tribuimals )

"

falacy,

In Mahoney v. State. 7° N, E. 151,
an attornev was fined 850 for saving
“T want to see whether the eourt is
right or rot | wanl t) kasw wshether

I am zoing to he heard in tnis case in !

the interests of vy client
In Redman v. State 28 Ind., the judce
informed counsel that a quesrion was
improper and the attorney replied:
“If we cannnt examine our witnesses
he can stand aside™ This language
was deemed offensive and
prohibited that particular attorney
from examining the next witness.

In Brown v, Rrown IV Ind. 727, the
lawyer was taxed with the cost of the
action for filing and reading a petition |
for divorcs whicsh was unnecessarily
zross and indelieate.

In MeCormick v. Sheridan, 40 P. 24|
78, Cal., “A petition for rehearinz
stated that ‘how or why the hanorable
commission shon'd have so efteetnally
and suhstantially ignored and disre-
garded the nncontradicted testimony,
we do not know. It seems tnat nei-
ther the transeript nor our bhriefs
conld have fallen under the commis-
sioners  abservation A more  disin-
genious and misleading statement of
the evidenee cold not well he made,
It is substantialy untrue and unwar-
ranted. The decision seems to us to
he a traversity of the evidenea ™ Held
that eonnsel drafting the petition was
zuilty of contemipt eommiitea in the
face of the conurt, notwithstanding a |
disavowal of disrespeectful intention.
A fine of 8200 was imposed wita an al-|

o ML |
and making othor insolent siatempnts. !

the court

| dent in his petition for a re-hearing,

these tribunalas «f us'.
port and prese:vatiuz of thejr resprs-
aoill, and independence; it has ex-
isted from the eac... % v iyl to which
the annals of juri>yrudzace eptend;
and, except in a tew casos of party vio-
eare it has been sancticned and es.
tablished by the =xp2ricnce of poes.

‘ard cayor of London's case, 3 Wil
Son, 188; opinion o. Kent ¢ J. in

the case of Yates, 4 Johns, 317; john-
son v. The Commonwealth 1 Bihh 5ug.

At page 206 of Weeks on Attorneys,
2d edition it .8 said:

“Language may bhe contemptuous,
w..ccher written or spoken: and if ia
the presence of the court, notice is
not essential before punishment. and
scandalous and insulting matter in a
petition for rehearing is equivalent |
to the commission in onen eourt of an
act constituting a contempt. wWhen
the langunage is capabie of explana- |
tion, and is explained, the proceedings
must be discontinued: btnt where it
iz offensive and insulting per se, the
disavowal of an intention to commit
a contempt may tend to excuse. hut
cannot justify the act. From an open.
notorious and publie insnlt to a court
for which an attorney contumacious)y
rofused in any way to atona, as
{ined for contempt, and his anthority
to nractice revoked.” ’

hatio

Other anthorities in line with thesa
we have mentioned are cited in the
note to re Cary, 10 Feg G32: an n
% Cve, | 20, where it is =aid that
contempr may be committed by in-
serting in pleadings, briefs. *motions
arguments, petitions for hoear
ther papers filed in covrr inegyltin
roeontempinons languy i
m integrity of the eonrt

3¥ using the olijections lancnars

Al resnondent hecame sull o
contempr which no const n of

words can exeass o H
disclaimor of an inen ! 8
pect to the court may ljate Pt
ceannagl dvztify a char TN
any explanation Cannog ba constries

rwise than as refle = the [n-
teligon and motives of t} cort,
and which eould scarcelv,! bean
made for anv other parnos 1o
intlimidate or improperis aence our
doetsion,

As have seen, atiorievs have
heen verely punished for nsing lan
ruage in many instaneesz ner so ren

‘hensible, but . view of the disa-

vowal in open eourt we have eanclud-

ed not to ;T!\]\l'\rdl" a penalty =0 harsh
as disharment oar susnension  from
fmractice. or fine ar imprisonment

Nor do we forzos that an nr
aramst (he misonn ) p-
liticants ought po: tn ha punishea or
prevented from in
; caze all petitions, pleadings, and pa-
pers essential to the nresarvation and
erforecement of (hair rights

soribli-g
nf 91t rraevs

._?.-.1_’|1' ]‘-"-"I'! f1hia

It i= ordered that the offonzive nat-
iilun be stricken from the files, that
respondent stand  renrimanded  and|
warned, and tnat he pay the costs of |
| this proecedine,

Taibot, J.
I conenr !

Noreross, J |
In this matter my coneunrrence is
| spreial and to Luis extent:

The language used by the respon- |
and on which the contempt proceed-|
ing was based, was, in mv opinion, |
contemptnous of this eourt. and. of
course, should not have heen nsed. |
The respondent nowever, in rOSpoOnge
to the order of the conrt to show
canse why he should not be punished
therefor. appeared and disclaimed
any intendon to be disrespectinl or|
contemptuons: and moved that if the
Court deemed the language contempt-
uous, the said langzuagze be siricken
out of his petition.

Respondent not only eoatended and
said that he had no intention to ho
dizrespeciiul or contemptinons, hut he
al=o earnestly contended that the lan-
guage charged against him and which |
he admitted anaving used was not dis-

ternattve of sevviug it jall. respectful or contemptuons.  In 1he
The Chief Justice speaking for the last eontention. I tnink he wi S R
eonrt in Srate v, Morrill, 16 Ark. 310 77, ° / \ ccadniaciid
o [ 1y in error, !
_'.-‘l‘.l z | " : x - - P ~ . 191 Tors
commuity to denounce, dezrade, and| oy o5 loact it has alwavs asnearsd
disrezard the decisions and judegments) == & o 5 ANEE. RGBS
of the conrts, no man of self-respeet ! n‘rr"‘|11' SRS . S
and just s of repura Tan woudl re- It‘- 1 concir Ia ‘the chnpti
main up ench, and :-uf'!:‘ MUY oo rinehod and 1 the nrde o
wonld beeome 1ae ministers of the . . y.oa : o
i L y At Lararanting | 20 The apinion of Justice Talhot. fr
o ag were insonsihif O getama il e
) LAl el SRR LS
i1 oY en '-.‘ ‘.1: hannlly Tor “It 1z ardered tliar tHe offensive nnt
cood order of ."[""i'_f-" e, an espeRi- ..o n be strickey from 1the filex thar
poople of this country, — respondent Tand TEDTInan: andd
onorall PFennead to -respect ans — il ihat he _Il._ 1
ibide the deeisions of the tribunals sofnintlien '
W zovernment as the e¢rm > DEDCEL it
mon ar rs of their rights. Put '
whore isolnt individuals, n violn 5 .
tion of the hetter instinets of homan ANNUAL STATEMENT
1 aisregarifl of law and
r, wontanly atismpf to ohstruct -
of puhlie justice hy disre-| Of The Continental Casualty Compan
= o~ nd  exeit] lisrospect for Of Hammond Indiana.
. : siens of its trimenn s, every General office, Chicago, Iills
wl il v will 2 1t them out as | Canital I up) .. cea.§ 000K '
s nhioets r lezal anmimadyver- els e ineaaes = L.SOS 61T 2»
sion bilities, exelusive of cap
A conrt mnst naturally look first to tal and net surplus. .. 1,157,641 79
. Ltened and eonservative har Income
i 1 hw a 1 I'nen i irafes- | Proni IR o o e R a1 { :
11 ecq amd o I 1211 15 | Oth rees .y JUR Y
1l 11w i f n neRi! T‘I.I-[J al inecowma, 1WeS T 21 b |
v the maintenance of vublie res- Expenditures
t for ils ns." Losse ST 12 50
by Qi O e = Patee CH 64 Dividends ......0ceenen. "
'S Am. D). 411, it was held {hat the at-| Other expenditures ... 111 A1 B4
tornevw ho put his hand to geandalous | Total expenditures, 1905 2,123 Vi
and impertinent matter stood against Business 1905
the comnlatnant and one not a party | Risks written ......... - none
ta the =it is liaple tn the censure of Freminms .o ouvessl - Th =
the comt and charcoalle with the | Losses ineurred ...... .. 1.003. G441 S
cost of the preceedings to have it ex- | Mevada Business
punged rom the record. Risks written .,......... nNNe
In State v. Graiihe, 1 La, Am, 183, | premiums received ..... 20025 36 1

the court held that it ennld not eon-
sistenfly with its duty receive a hrief
expressed in disrespeeiful language,
tnd ordered the elerk to take it from
the files.

Referrinz to the rizhts of eourts to
punish for contempt, slackiord, J.. in
Str*a 7. Zin" . 1 Blackf. Iut, said*

“This great power is entrusteq »°f Februanmy.

Losses paid 8544 w0 |

| Losses incurred ........ S.634 58
| A. A. SMITH, sSecretary. |
‘ ——~——— |

he Sierra Nevada mining company
received $2,122.67 from leasers opar- |

ating on Cedar Hill during the mon‘h

TV
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SURSION FROM SAN
FRANCISCO TO CITY OF MEXICQ
AND RETURN. DECEMBER 16th,

1906.

A select party is being organizeq Ly
the Southern Pacific to leave San
Francisco tor Mexica City, Decembar
16th, 1905, Train will contain fina
vestibule sleepers and dining car, all
the way on going trip. Time lmst
will be sixty days, enabling excursion-
ists to make side trips from City st
Mexico to points of interest. On reo-
turn trip, stopovers will be allowed at
points on the main lines of Mexican
Central, Santa Fe or Southern Pari.
fic. An excursion manager will be im

| charge and make all arrangements.

Round trip rate from San Francise)
$20.00,

Pullman berth rate to City of Mex-
ico, §12.00,
Por further information address 'ne

formation Burean, 613 Market street, .

San Francisco Cal.
Ve
Liberal Offer.

I bez to advise my patrons that the
price of dise records (either
or Coiumbia), to effect
lint will be as follows
ther notice:

Vietor
nke immes

Iy, until furs

disks
for 60

records

Ten inch formerly 70 cearg

cents,

1
A

inch

will

Seven formerly 50e,

now Soc, Take advantaze of this of
C. W. FRIEND.
———e——
Notice to Hur.tetrs.
Notiee {s hereby given that anv
werson found hunting without 2 permit

on the premises owned by Theodo-a
Winters, will be proseented. A 1lln-
ted number of permits vill be sold
at §5 for the season or 50 cents for
ong day.

,OFFICE COUNTY AUDITOR
To the Honorable, the Board of Cows

ty Commissioners, Gentlemen:

In ecompliancs with the law. 8
herawith bz 1 nquarterly re
showing receipts and dishurse
of Ormsby County, during

quarter ending Dec. 30, 1905,

Quarterly Report,
Ormsby County, Nevada.

3

ments

+1
L

Balance in County Treusury at
end of last quarter ....., 39108 775
County licetnse ........-....699 15
Gaming lcense. (....vovise 1057 50
Liquor license ...... caaahacese 00
Fees of Co. officers ........327 05
Fines in Justice Court .....125 00
Rent of Co, biuliding ......302 50
2nd. Inst 1axes ............103 433§
Slot machine heense ......282 00
S. A, apportionment school
RIOReY ...uiwils sesinsnas.0d2d 48
Deliquent taxes ..i.scssvses 181 4@
Cigarette license ............42 30
Douglas Co., road work ....15 00
neep W, Bowen soveiivnn....45 00
Keepn C. B. Hall .....civi.2.15 00
Total 42213 5085
Recapitulation
April Ist, 06, Balance cash on
L e cewa e« 301277 173%
State Tund .ovsiviananseie L1 T
General fund ..o 0000 4212 28%
Salary fund ..uv.icviassivse: 136 64
Co, sehool fund .......... N
Co. school fund Dist, 1 ....10158 4815
Co. schogl fand Dist. 2 ...... 189 14
Co. shool fund Dist. 3 .......277 613§
Co. school funid Dist, 4 s SR
State school fand Dist, 1 .. 3850 85
State schoo] fung] Dist, 2 ,..214 I8
State school fund Dist, 3 {3376
Azl Assn fund A, ovvins s b86 120
Al Assn: fund B oanoaas. 42 16y
Arl. Assn, fund Spel. ..., 15249 54
i sehoonl Tand Eist.1l Spel . T260 20
o =chool fund Dist, 1 Hbrary
. . 11'5 40
Co school fungd Mgt 3 lihram
.
o hioo] fund Ihst, 4 libra
1 i 4
' \
Disbursement
i " 6T
I il ]
el I
i ] %8 65
ol Pst Z s sveva 173 10
[ i sl b
a0 128 00
sy 1 2111 65
- =101 00
fund Dist 3 .. 170 i)
- fund Dist 4 ......1710 0D
Ca. selnol Suud ..o caass 60 00
'O hool fand Spel buildi
...... 37T 60
Fotal 16036 42
Recapitulation
ashi in Trezsury January 1, 1996
i saa mmie e e e ey = s TS O
Reeccipts from Momary 1st 1o
March H1st 1906 <o D10Y BRI
Disbursements from January 1st

to March 21st T906 ARY36 42
Balance ecash in Co, Treasury
April Ist 1996 .. ........

I 1R
H. DIETERICH
Ceunty Aauditor

marm.,




